Abstract: Historians of the U.S. Southwest invariably rely on English-language translations of original
Introduction
It is a curious fact that the historical canon pertaining to the Colonial Spanish presence in the U.S. Southwest relies heavily on English-language translations and summaries of original Spanish documents. This situation obtains for the history of Texas, which is the focus of this study. Not one of the canonical historical works (Bolton 1916b , Chipman 1992 , Foster 1995 , Naylor and Polzer 1986 ) is based on a single critically edited original text. However, over the past twenty years, several projects and centers have emerged to remedy this situation, particularly as regards New Mexico, which was the administrative center of the Colonial Spanish presence in the region. Most notable among them, in terms of the output of critically edited scholarship, is the Cibola Project of the Research Center for Romance Studies at the University of CaliforniaBerkeley (see, for example, Craddock and De Marco 1999-2000) , and the Vargas Project published through the University of New Mexico (cf. Kessell 1989) .
The application of rigorous philological practice to Colonial Spanish documents has consistently shown that English-language treatments of them are replete with mistranslations, inaccurate or incomplete information. Reliance on such works can and does have negative consequences for interpreting the historical record. In what follows, I document a striking example in which this situation obtains for the early history of Texas. Data are taken from a military expedition diary from 1683-1684, hereafter referred to as the Mendoza expedition. I argue that the version of this expedition that has come to inform the historical canon represents a sanitized version of events.
The Mendoza Expedition in Translation
During the twelve years between the Pueblo Revolt of 1680 and the reconquest of New Mexico in 1692, the Spanish retreated to present-day El Paso, Texas. From there, Juan Domínguez de Mendoza (1631-1695?) was appointed to lead an exploratory expedition to reconnoiter present-day east Texas. The expedition took place from December 15, 1683 to July 18, 1684 and covered roughly 700 kilometers in each direction. Nine officers and about fifteen other soldiers accompanied Mendoza, along with father Nicolás López, Vice-Custodian of the province, and an undisclosed number of indigenous people. Under instructions from the governor, Mendoza kept a diary record of the expedition, which was recorded and witnessed virtually daily by several officers.
Prior to the publication of the Spanish text of this expedition (Imhoff 2002) , the only published sources for the Mendoza diary were two English-language translations: Bolton (1916a) , which I show below to be flawed and incomplete, and Wade (2003) . Wade improved upon the Bolton translation through the use of an unpublished archival transcript, but she was unable to identify the source of that transcript (Wade 2005:6 ; discussion below). The most complete summary treatments of the expedition in English include Castañeda (1976, vol. 2:311-328) , Hickerson (1994:127-145) and John (1975:174-180) .
It falls outside the scope of this paper to document the mistranslations found in Bolton (1916a) , which are legion. I provide one example to illustrate its faulty nature. The following passage contains no less than three translator errors:
More substantive issues surround the Bolton's translation. It ends abruptly on May 25, 1684, though the expedition continued for three more months. This fact is explained by the addition of a certification placed into the diary following the May 25 th entry, which Bolton evidently took to signal the end of the diary (Imhoff 2002:10) . Immediately following this official letter, Mendoza states the reason why he included it in his diary and then continues with the journal: The fact that Bolton did not translate a full one third of the expedition, and that he used Ms. 7 (see below) as his source, which is the furthest removed from the first complete text, is reason enough to conclude that his translation is not a reliable source. More disconcerting still is the fact that the translated record itself lacks important historical information regarding this expedition.
The Spanish Manuscripts
The following list of manuscripts presents the only Spanish-language sources of the expedition diary known to exist. Manuscript 1 is an excerpt of the authentic original diary written by Mendoza during the expedition and witnessed by several officers after each entry. However, it spans only six of the sixty journal entries, which corresponds to less than 10% of the entire diary. Manuscript 2 is the oldest complete copy; it was certified by an official scribe less than three months after the expedition concluded. Manuscripts 3-7 are contemporary or posterior copies that all derive from Ms. 2. Manuscripts 8 and 9 are secondary sources in which the Mendoza expedition is discussed in detail. Virtually all English-language treatments of the Mendoza expedition derive from Ms. 2 or from one of its copies, which I refer to collectively as the Ms. 2 family. But information found in two secondary sources (Mss. 8 and 9) presents a radically different account of expedition events. Attention to paleographic detail suggests that its source was Ms. 1.
Manuscript 8
As a narrative summary of the expedition, Ms. 8 does not aid in establishing a critical text of the diary, with the exception of two excerpts that were copied directly into it. However, paleographic indications reveal that the scribe of Ms. 8 closely followed an original diary for his summary:
"gente politica ((^en) assi dice en el original) | en lengua megicana" (Ms. 8, 'people well-versed (thus it states in the original) in the Mexican language' (4) "de noroeste a sueste (en el original | dice de norte a oriente)" (Ms. 8, fol. 28v37-38)
'from northeast to southeast (in the original it states from north to east)' In (9) and (11), the text of Ms. 8 matches that of Ms. 1 in opposition to the Ms. 2 family (10 and 12, respectively). Example (10) is a case of scribal omission, but (12) reveals an interpretive error. This example is particularly enlightening, for if the scribe of Ms. 8 were following the Ms. 2 family, one would expect to find mesquites blancos y amarillos in (11). It is highly improbable that the scribe of Ms. 8 would have produced the indigenous lexeme tequesquite, in singular form, from the more common term mesquites in plural form. Whence this form, if not from Ms. 1? Additional indications from Ms. 8 also suggest an opposition between it and the Ms. 2 family. I label them stylistic emendations; one such example follows: (13) "por un incendio impensado que nos puso en bastante pe-| ligro" (Ms. 8, fol. 28r33-34)
'because of a fire that placed us in grave danger' (14) "por el fuego que | de noche nos quiso quemar, y con el cerco que se | dio alrrededor se remedio la aueria | que pudo hauer" (Ms. 2 family)
'because of the fire that occurred at night, and with the circle that we made around it, the danger that might have been was avoided'
In (13), a simple objective statement reports a dangerous fire. In the Ms. 2 family (14), this fact is reported through a circumlocution that introduces a material consideration and emphasizes the positive outcome of the incident. I suggest that this is an embellished passage designed to report the event more favorably. Many such examples exist in Ms. 8, and, in every case, the information found in the Ms. 2 family indicates a more favorable account of events than that which is found in Ms. 8.
The data in (3-14) strongly suggest a connection between Mss. 1 and 8 in opposition to the Ms. 2 family. What then should one conclude about substantive historical information found in Ms. 8 that does not appear in the Ms. 2 family?
The Historical Record
The following passages taken from Ms. 8 contain important historical information that is absent from the Ms. 2 family and, thus, from the canonical historical treatments of the Mendoza expedition: We also learn from Ms. 8 that Mendoza's behavior caused great consternation among expedition members, particularly among the accompanying Indians, and that father López had to intervene to save the lives of the condemned soldiers.
I am unaware of any textual witness of Mendoza's expedition diary cited in primary or secondary literature that contains this information. Wade (2003) incorporated it in the commentary to her translation, but she was unaware that her source transcription was, in fact, made from Ms. 8 (Wade 2005:6-7) . In addition, Wade did not have Ms. 9 at her disposal. Considering examples (3-8), and lacking further indications as to source, it is reasonable to conclude that the scribe of Ms. 8 also did not make use of Ms. 9.
Manuscript 9
Ms. 9 is an unpublished original record of trial testimony taken in absentia against Mendoza by the governor of the province, one year after his return from the expedition. The document was certified just two days after the nine-day trial concluded. Trial witnesses were asked seven questions pertaining to Mendoza, one of which concerned his treatment of soldiers on the military expedition (referred to below as the "Jumano" expedition). The relevant question and several responses follow: (17) "y si sauen que | tratamiento le iso el dicho Juan Domingues a los sol-| dados veteranos que con el fueron al descubri-| miento de Jumanas, digan lo que en esta pregun-| ta supieren" (Ms. 9, fr.
394.3-7)
'and if they know how Juan Dominguez treated the veteran soldiers that went with him on the This trial testimony provides clear support for the version of events found in Ms. 8 from witnesses (18-20) who accompanied Mendoza on the expedition. They had first-hand knowledge of the events and were not among those who abandoned the expedition. In fact, the names of those who did abandon it are not given in Mss. 8 or 9, but we can be reasonably certain that Antonio Jorge, who was twice named in the trial testimony (19, 20) , and three other officers were among them. All officers were listed early in the diary and several of them routinely witnessed journal entries. However, three officers who had witnessed the journal before the reported conflict did not do so again after it. Later in the diary, after the reported conflict, Mendoza again named all officers before striking camp for the return journey, but in this second list, the same three officers' names and Antonio Jorge were not recorded. Note that this information is unrecoverable from Bolton, who omitted journal signatures from his translation "in order to save space" (1916a:321, n.1), or from Wade (2003) , who did not have access to Mss. 1 or 9.
Conclusion
Manuscript 2 contains an altered version of the Mendoza expedition diary. It is the first in a series of diary copies that omits all reference to the conflict that erupted between Mendoza and his officers, the blame for which eye-witnesses placed squarely on the shoulders of Mendoza. It appears that in the three months between the conclusion of the expedition and the certification of Ms. 2, Mendoza rewrote his diary, thereby intentionally omitting the unfavorable information from the historical record.
The English-language treatments of the Mendoza expedition diary that rely on the Ms. 2 family of documents, I would argue, report a sanitized version of events. The information absent from them would be truly lost to history were it not for the existence of two secondary sources, and the short excerpt of the authentic original that survives.
The methodological implications of this work are profound. Philologists who examine all copies of a text in search of language variation are in a unique position to offer more complete data for scholars who interpret the past. Those who do interpret the historical record should make preferential use of original texts and their copies, or to critical editions made from them, rather than rely on translated material, individual manuscripts or archival transcripts. The expedition diary discussed here reveals a striking example of the value of philological practice for such scholars.
